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THE PRINTING OF KING LEAR Q2 (1619) 19^

THE PRINTING OF THE SECOND QUARTO (1619)
OF KING LEAR

by

Richard Knowles

rnpo date, three theories of the composition of the second (Pavier) quarto
X edition of Shakespeare's King Lear have been proposed. William S.
Kable, following the example of D. F. McKenzie,1 has argued from spelling
changes between Qi (1608) and Q2 (1619) of Lr. that the whole play was set

by Compositor B of the First Folio.2 In his dissertation of 197 13 John F. An-
drews, also arguing largely from spelling evidence, has revived Madeleine
Doran's suggestion4 that the first eight sheets were set by one compositor and
the last three by another; he calls the first man Compositor F (but later G)5
and identifies the second as Folio Compositor B. Subsequently Peter W. M.
Blayney has questioned the reliability of Kable's spelling analyses and has
hypothesized, partly on the basis of patterns of skeleton alternations, that
all of the Pavier editions except Sir John Oldcastle were set by two composi-
tors working concurrently throughout.6 On the grounds of additional evi-
dence of the recurrence and migration of distinctive types,7 I wish to propose
a still different theory: that the second quarto of Lr. was set from two type
cases by two compositors working concurrently throughout sheets A to H,
and thereafter from one of these type cases by a third compositor who by
himself set the last three sheets, I to L.

New evidence that Q2 plays some part in determining the Folio text of
Lr. makes such a proposal as this potentially more useful than it would have

1. "Compositor B's Role in The Merchant of Venice Q2 (1619)," Studies in Bibliography,
12 (1959)» 75-90.

2. The Pavier Quartos and the First Folio of Shakespeare, Sh. Stud. Monograph 5>er. 2

(1970).
3. "The Pavier Quartos of 1619-Evidence for Two Compositors" (Vanderbilt diss.,

1970-
4. The Text of "King Lear," Stanford Univ. Pubs. 4 (1931), p. 134.
5. To distinguish him from the Compositor F discerned by T. H. Howard-Hill in "The

Compositors of Shakespeare's Folio Comedies," SB 26 (1973), 61-106, and by Andrew Cairn-
cross in "Compositors E and F of the Shakespeare First Folio," PBSA 66 (1972), 369-374.
See John F. Andrews, "Unresolved Bibliographical Problems in the Shakespeare First Folio,"
a paper presented to the Research Opportunities in Shakespeare section of the Modern

Language Association meeting at Chicago, 27 December 1973, and afterwards privately cir-

culated.
6. "Compositor B and the Pavier Quartos," Library, 5th ser., 27 (1972), 179-206.
7. For this study I used the Newberry Library copy of Q2 Lr., listed m Henrietta C.

Bartlett & A. W. Pollard, A Census of Shakespeare's Plays in Quarto (1916, p. 42, no. 345)
as the first Huntington copy and in their revised census (1939, p. 48, no. 514) as the Clark

copy.
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19g STUDIES IN BIBLIOGRAPHY

seemed to be a year or two ago. Although previous attempts to establish the

presence of Q2 Lr. behind the Folio text, most notably that of Andrew
Cairncross, have not been convincing,8 in a forthcoming article Gary Taylor
produces important evidence that the pages set by Compositor E in Fi Lr.
more closely agree with Q2 than with Qi in punctuation and a number of
unusual spellings.9 If compositorial preferences and habits helped to shape
the text of Q2 and thereby the text in Fi, one naturally wants to be able to

distinguish the Q2 compositors and their characteristics. But even if Q2
proves to have had little or no influence on the received text of Lr., a study
of its printing may still have a general interest for what light it may shed on
the workingmethods ofWilliam Jaggard's men; the compositors who worked
on Q2 Lr. almost certainly worked on other Pavier quartos and very possibly
on the First Folio.

Thomas Pavier's quarto of Lr. was printed in Jaggard's shop in 1619,
from many of the same types used some three to four years later to set F1.10
It was evidently set by formes from a copy of Qi in which sheets D, G, and
H were in the uncorrected state and formes E(o) and K(o) were corrected

(Doran, p. 3). Though Q2 is not a page-for-page reprint of Qi, accurate
casting-off of Qi copy must have been relatively easy. The collation of Qi
is A2 B-L4; the text begins on Bi and ends on I4, and it is printed 38 lines to
a page. The collation of Q2 is A-L4; its text begins on A2 and ends on I4,
and it is printed 37 lines to a page. Thus 79 pages of text in Qi are stretched
into 85 pages in Q2. Printing of one fewer lines per page in Q2 achieves a
little more than a third of the stretching; the rest is accomplished through
the style of the setting. A line of white space is added before most entrance
directions; stage directions in the margin and stage directions or speeches
doubled up in the same line with another speech or part-line in Qi are
usually lined separately in Q2; a few turnovers and turnunders are carried
down and indented to make a separate part-line; and there is some deliberate
relining.11

The result of such clean copy and a regular house style was very accurate
casting-off for Q2. Despite occasional inconsistencies, all three compositors
were able to adhere fairly closely to style and needed to make few adjustments
in spacing and lining. Only one page is a little short, and a small handful of

8. "The Quartos and the Folio Text of King Lear,** RES NS 6 (1955), 252-258. J. K.
Walton has confuted Cairncross's arguments in The Quarto Copy for the First Folio of
Shakespeare (1971), pp. 282-287.

9. "The Folio Copy for Hamlet, King Lear, and Othello,*' privately circulated. Taylor
points out that some of his findings have been anticipated in Peter W. K. Stone's The Tex-
tual History of King Lear (1980), pp. 129-140 and 257-275, and kindly informs me that
MacDonald P. Jackson will examine the question further in his contribution to a projected
volume of essays on the two texts (Qi, Fi) of King Lear.

10. Charlton Hinman, The Printing and Proof-reading of the First Folio of Shake-
speare (1963), I, 53.

11. The relining is discussed by Andrews (1971), ch. 3, pp. 47-92.
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THE PRINTING OF KING LEAR Q2 (1619) 193

others show a little crowding, none of it very serious. Except in cases of de-
liberate relining, the length of the prose line in Q2 follows that in Qi very
closely (though in long passages some differences occur). In fact, in the five
instances where Qi divides and hyphenates a word at the end of a page
(B4V, C2V, Di, G2, and I4), the same end-of-line word-division occurs mid-

page in Q2 in four cases and differs in the fifth by only two letters. Obviously
the Q2 compositors adjusted their measures to allow close copying of the Qi
line and thus to facilitate their working from cast-off copy. Perhaps it was to

approximate the Qi line more accurately that the two compositors who set
sheets A and B both seem to have reset their measure from 94 to 95 mm.

startingwith sheet C. The only evidence of press-correction that has appeared
to date is a pair of variants in forme A(o), where in A3 of Folger copy 1 begot
(1. 26) and marry (1. 33) read bgot and matry.12

As the following chart shows, two skeletons were used in printing Q2 Lr.

Skeleton I
Running title I: A2V, A3V, Ci, C2, Ei, E2, Gì, G2, li, I2
R-t II: A3, A4, C2V, Civ, E2V, Eiv, G2V, Gi*, Ï2\ Iiv
R-t III: C3, C4, E3, E4, G3, G4, 13, 14
R-t IV: A4v, C4V, C3V, E4V, E3V, G4V, G3V, I4V, I3V
Skeleton II
R-t V: Bi, B2, D2V, Div, F2V, Fi*f H2V, Hiv, K2V, Ki*, L2V, Li*
R-t VI: B2V, Biv, Di, D2, Fi, F2, Hi, H2, Ki, K2, Li, L2
R-t VII: B3, B4, D3, D4, F3, F4, H3, H4, K3, K4, L3, L4
R-t VIII: B4V, B3V, D4V, D3V, F4V, F3V, H4V, H3V, K4V, K3V, L4V, L3V

Skeleton I was used to print both sides of sheets A, C, E, G, and I, and
skeleton II was used to print both sides of the alternate sheets B, D, F, H,
and K, and of the final sheet L. It is a somewhat unusual pattern for a two-

skeleton quarto; ordinarily one skeleton would be used in printing the first

side of a sheet and the second skeleton would be used in perfecting the sheet.
But what is particularly interesting about this pattern is that it runs through
the first nine of the ten Pavier quartos:

As a general rule [in these Qq] both formes of a sheet use the same skeleton. Be-
fore HV sheet E, only four of the sixty-eight full sheets are perfected by a skeleton
other than that which printed the white paper. In addition to this, alternate
sheets use alternate skeletons. The alternation is only broken fivetimes, and
some measure of consistency can even be seen in the interruptions. Three times
the same skeleton is found in the last two sheets of a play [3H6, Lr., and Per.]
(excluding PER Bb), and once [Yorkshire Tragedy] in the firsttwo sheets. The
pattern breaks down in the middle of HV, and apart from a slight doubt about
the firstsheet, only one skeleton appears in S[ir] ][ohn] O[ldcastle]. Where a
headline exists in two states within a sheet, the outer forme has priority in each
case. It can therefore be assumed that setting was at least partly by formes.

(Blayney, p. 199)

12. My assistant Elizabeth Reinwald has collated on a Hinman machine xerox repro-
ductions of the six Folger copies of Q2 Lr. and of the Furness Library and Yale Elizabethan
Club copies; these are the only press variants that she has found.
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^94 STUDIES IN BIBLIOGRAPHY

The consistency of this pattern from one play to another suggests a regular
plan of printing decided upon from the beginning of the series and closely
adhered to up to the last volume.

Of the eight running titles in Q2 Lr., all of which read The History of
King Lear, four suffered damage in the course of printing. The / in title V
is whole in Bi, damaged in B2; in some copies (e.g., Folger copy 2, British

Library copy C.34.K19, Newberry Library copy) its top is just beginning to
bend backward in B2, in all other copies that I have seen it is bent sharply
up and back, and in all its appearances in D, F, H, K, and L the top has been
imperfectly bent back into its original shape. The letter / also degenerates
in titles I (whole in Gi, topless in G2 and in both formes of I) and VI (whole
in Hi, topless in H2 and in K and L). The final r of title VII is whole in K$
but lacks part of its curl in K4 and in L. Titles V and VI exchange places
between B and D and remain reversed in F, H, K, and L. All of this skeleton
evidence indicates two things: since the type breakage always appears in the
inner forme, it suggests that here, as apparently elsewhere in the Pavier

quartos, the outer forme was normally printed first; and since the type break-

age and reversed titles reappear in normal sequence in eight of the eleven
sheets, one may safely assume that all of the sheets were printed in alpha-
betical succession.

Although the type breakage in the running titles suggests that the outer
forme was normally printed first, it is impossible to know that for certain

except for the four sheets (B, G, H, and K) where such type damage occurs.
Neither with scanning light and loupe nor with a three-dimensional micro-

scope (kindly made available by Mr. John Aubrey, Supervisor of Special Col-
lections) was I able to find type impressions in the pages of the Newberry
copy of Q2 Lr. which could decide the question. Since in all known instances
here and elsewhere in the Pavier quartos the outer forme is printed first, I
simply assume it to be the usual practice, lacking any evidence to the contrary.

The recurrences and migrations of distinctive types show very clearly that
the first nine sheets of Q2 Lr. were set from two cases of type, which for the
sake of convenience and custom I call case x and case y.13 Types from case x
appear in sheets A, C, E(o), F(o), G(o), H(o), and I(o), and those from case yin
sheets B, D, E(i), F(i), G(i), H(i), and I(i); a few types from case x also appear
in G(i). In the last two sheets, K and L, types from both cases appear, but it is
evident from the distribution patterns and from residual or linking types
from earlier pages that the single compositor now completing the book is

working from case x. The flow chart in Figure 1 indicates the chief and most
immediate sources of the types in each forme; individual linking types, which
show up in a later forme after having lain in the case during the setting of

intervening formes, are not represented in this chart, important though they
are as confirming evidence. As is usually the case in this kind of analysis, I
have had to discount a few appearances of individual types in the wrong

13. Not of course the cases x and y distinguished by Hinman.
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THE PRINTING OF KING LEAR Q2 (1619) 195

places, assuming that they represent misidentification on my part, or con-
fusion of two different types that have sustained similar damage or malfor-
mation, or that they are subject to one or another of Hinman's explanations
of such anomalies (Hinman, I, 126-138).

The distinctive types also establish the place of Q2 Lr. in the whole series
of Pavier quartos. When William Neidig of the University of Wisconsin

proved in 1910 that the ten Pavier title pages, despite their different dates,
had all been printed in 1619, he also established their order through the press:
The Whole Contention (two plays), A Yorkshire Tragedy, Pericles, The Mer-
chant of Venice, The Merry Wives of Windsor, King Lear, Henry V, and Sir
John Oldcastle; the place of A Midsummer Night's Dream was left in doubt.
It has generally been accepted that the plays themselves were printed in this
same order.14 On the evidence of watermarks Peter Blayney has recently
placed MND just prior to Lr. (pp. 196-197). Although its title page was

printed immediately before that of Lr., the body of Wiv. bears no typographi-
cal relation to Q2 Lr., being printed in a larger and different font, while on
the other hand a number of distinctive types in the first three sheets of Lr.

appear in the last three sheets of MND.15 The pattern of migration of types
from one book to the other is somewhat complicated, and the model of it that
I have constructed in Figure 1 will require confirmation from a study of

the types in the whole of Q2 MND. For case y at least there is an unmis-
takable link: a large number of types from MND H(i) reappear in Lr. B(o).
The complication is that types from both formes of MND sheets G are found
in both case x and case y. That fact might suggest that the printing of MND
was interrupted after sheet G was printed and the two cases of type used on
another job, where they became mixed; but the fact that only one sheet of

MND remained to be printed and that forme E(i) seems to have remained as

standing type until the printing of that last sheet seems to argue against an

interruption at this point. It is also possible that F(i) and G(i) should reverse

places with their forme-mates F(o) and G(o) in the chart, as having been set

at the opposite cases; but I think the patterns of distribution suggest other-
wise. I have assumed that most of G(i) was originally set from and mostly
distributed back into case x because about twice as many recognizable types
from MND G(i) reappear in Lr. A(o) (set at case x) as show up in B(i) (set at
case y), and similarly that G(o) was originally set from and mostly distributed
back into case y because about three times as many recognizable types from

MND G(o) reappear in H(i) (set at case y) as in Lr. A(o) (set at case x). I
assume, that is, that most of the types were distributed back into the cases
that they originally came from, and that the total number of types distributed
into each casewill be roughly in proportion to the number of individual types

14. "The Shakespeare Quartos of 1619," MP, 8 (1910), 145-163. Andrews (1971, pp.
322-329) discusses the printing order of the quartos.

15. For this study I used the Newberry Library copy ot ^¿2 mjmjj, nsiea m Barueu «
Pollard (1916, p. 67, no. 548) as the third Huntington copy and in their revised census

(1939» P- 71» no. 755) as the Clark copy.
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ig6 STUDIES IN BIBLIOGRAPHY

Fig. 1: Distribution of Types in Q2 Lr.

that can be recognized in each case. Confirming evidence comes from linking
types from the formes previously set: types from F(i) show up in A(o) (case x)
but not in B(i) (case y); conversely, a number of types from F(o) reappear in

H(i) (case y), but only two or three from F(o) reappear in A(o), and I assume
that they simply came directly from G(o), where I failed to recognize them,
rather than from the sort boxes of case y. Forme H(o) of MND shows no trace
of types from MND sheets F and G; since several of its distinctive types are
readily recognizable in E(i), E(i) seems for some reason to have been left

standing during the setting of F(i) and G(i) and was then finally distributed
before the composing of H(o); therefore H(o) was likely to have been set by
the same compositor and at the same case (case x) as were F(i) and G(i).

On these facts and assumptions one may tentatively advance a hypo-
thetical explanation of the typographical relations of Q2 MND and Q2 Lr.
Since the last three sheets of MND seem to have been set from two type cases
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THE PRINTING OF KING LEAR Q2 (1619) 197

and, as Peter Blayney has shown (p. 198), with two skeletons used for the
most part in the same unusual pattern of alternation as is found in Lr., one
may safely suppose that the last three sheets of MND were set by two com-

positors working more or less concurrently; since the type cases are the same
for both plays, one may even think it likely that the same two compositors
who set the last sheets of MND continued at their cases to begin setting the

early sheets of the next Pavier quarto, Q2 Lr. It looks as if Compositor 1,after
setting MND G(i), distributes the long-standing type pages from E(i) and
begins to set H(o) sometime before his fellow compositor at case y begins to
set H(i), the last forme for this play. He finishes while Compositor 2 is dis-

tributing types from G(o) in order to set H(i). Apparently Compositor 1 be-

gins work right away on the first forme of the next play, A(o) of Lr., before

G(i) has been unlocked. Since both G(i) and H(o) are locked up, and since
one of Jaggard's type cases, as Hinman has shown (I, 96, n. 1) held about
16,000 ens, or less than three quarto formes, Compositor 1 found himself
somewhat short of type, and "poached" (to use Hinman's word [I, 133]) some

types from the forme, G(o), that his mate was presently distributing, very

probably from the same distribution frame or bench.16 He may have begun
setting Lr. A(o) then, but before completing it he distributed most of the
now available G(i), whose types appear only in the last two pages (3 and 4V)
of A(o). Meanwhile Compositor 2 has finished MND H(i) and is about to

begin Lr. B(o), and, although only two or three rather doubtful types from

MND G(i) seem to appear in Lr. B(o), I think it likely that at this point
Compositor 2 poaches back from G(i), then being distributed, a quantity of

type roughly equal to that recently borrowed by Compositor 1; the reason so
little shows up in B(o) is that it is buried by types soon distributed from H(i).
It begins to show up in the first page of the next forme, Biv, which Com-

positor 2 apparently set before beginning to distribute any types from B(o).
The precise details of these speculations will have to await further confirma-

tion from the study of types throughout the whole of Q2 MNDf but I think

that there is already sufficient evidence from types to support Peter Blayney's
assignment of MND just prior to Lr. in the Pavier series.

As I have already suggested above, the evidence from types in Q2 Lr.
indicates that the composition of that play was at first divided between two

typesetters, each working at his own case, until at some point in sheet I or K
the work was assumed and completed by one compositor at one case. Although
not proven absolutely from the evidence of types alone, this hypothesis is far

more likely than the alternative supposition of Kable and Andrews that one

compositor working alone set the first eight sheets, for it is hard to imagine
why throughout most of a book one compositor should shuttle from one case
to another as he set each new sheet or forme. Such a method of working is

contrary to the normal procedures in Jaggard's shop during the printing of

the Folio, if not indeed hitherto unknown in any shop. It may be barely

16. See Hinman's diagram of the layout of cases, bench, and stone, I, 131, n. 1.
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^98 STUDIES IN BIBLIOGRAPHY

conceivable that one compositor completely set sheets A through H from
alternate cases while a companion compositor, perhaps an apprentice, dis-
tributed types from the wrought-off formes to replenish the other case just
used to set the previous sheet or forme; but such an arrangement seems very
unlikely. Hinman has shown that the normal pattern for Jaggard's com-

positors when they set the Folio was for the same compositor to work at the
same case. The clearest example that he offers of the exceptional instance
when a compositor moves to another case to allow a fellow compositor to
distribute at the first case has since been discredited. Hinman thought that

Compositor B moved to case x to set Timon Gg3 while Compositor E dis-
tributed into case y, but Trevor Howard-Hill has recently demonstrated that

Gg3 was set by E, not by B.17 Since composition, requiring justification and
constant reference to copy, would take much more time than distribution,
a division of labor between them would not have been an efficient arrange-
ment throughout the printing of a whole book (unless perhaps we may imag-
ine the apprentice regularly doing some other job as well). The much more
likely and normal method of work to be inferred from the evidence of types
is that the composition of sheets A through H was divided equally between
Compositor 1working at case x and Compositor 2 working at case y.

Furthermore, the distribution patterns and sequence of formes in the
first four sheets seem clearly to indicate two men rather than one. Between
the printing of the white-paper and perfecting formes of sheets A, B, and D
there was clearly a period of time long enough for the white-paper forme
to be machined and for its types to be washed, unlocked, and distributed be-
fore the next forme was set at the same case. If during these interims the

supposed single compositor continued to work on Q2 Lr. rather than on
another book, he would in all probability have begun work on the perfecting
forme of the same sheet. What we find instead, if we accept the premise that
one compositor is shuttling from case to case, is a sequence of formes that
makes no sense: A(o)-B(o)-A(i)-B(i)-C(o)-D(o)-C(i)-D(i). Such a se-

quence would double the number of sheets being worked at one time and
multiply the possibilities for confusion, delay, and error without any evident
compensations. The hypothesis of one compositor working alternately at
two caseswould imply, for Q2 Lr., a pattern of composition that is unaccount-
able, disadvantageous, and hitherto unknown. Far preferable is the conclu-
sion more obviously indicated by the evidence, that in setting the first four
and probably the first eight sheets two compositors worked concurrently,
each following the normal practice ofworking at his own case and distributing
his own types, and each, in sheets A through D, setting the perfecting forme
for his own sheet.

Once each of these two compositors had set two initial sheets and had
disposed of all the standing type from MND, they seem to have settled down

17. Hinman, I, 109, n. 1, and II, 283-284; Howard-Hill, "New Light on Compositor E
of the Shakespeare First Folio," Library, 6th ser., 2 (1980), 159, 174.
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THE PRINTING OF KING LEAR Q2 (1619) 199

to a firm pattern of collaboration on the next four sheets. Compositor 1 at
case x set the white-paper forme of each sheet, and Compositor 2 at case y
set the perfecting forme. The only aberration is signalled by the appearance
of some types from case x in forme G(i). These seem mainly to come from
Fi and F47 and to appear mainly in G2 and G3V. Two explanations suggest
themselves: Compositor 2 poached some types from the just-unlocked forme

F(o), perhaps because his case seemed a little low, or Compositor 1 set a page
or two of G(i) at case x to help out his fellow. The admittedly sparse evidence
seems to rule out the latter possibility: the presence in all four pages of G(i)
of a few linking types from E(i) indicates that those pages were all set at
case y; and the absence from G(i) of unmistakable linking types from case x
(from sheets A and C) makes it improbable that any parts of the pages of

G(i) were set at case x. For some reason Compositor 2 at case y began to set

G(i) before distributing the previous forme. Since he had always, prior to
this, distributed the previous forme first (unlike his fellow at case x, who
twice had set new formes, C(i) and F(o), without first distributing the prior
ones), and since Compositor 2 earlier had apparently been prompt to reclaim
some type from MND G(i) to replace what his fellow had poached from
MND G(o), it is possible that case y had a somewhat smaller stock of types
than case x. If so, that would explain why, with F(i) of Lr. still locked up,
Compositor 2 now found it advisable to appropriate some type from a couple
of standing pages of F(o); and it may have been partly to repay this borrowed

type that later on at least some of the type from G(i) was distributed into
case x.

Two generalizations can be made about the work of the two compositors
in the first eight sheets of Q2 Lr. The first is that they seem to be working
together: for the first four sheets they work in parallel, each setting both
formes of two sheets at his own case and using his own skeleton; then for
the next four sheets they work in close collaboration, one man setting the

white-paper and the other man the perfecting forme of each sheet, sharing
both skeletons between them; and then finally, as we shall presently see, they
are both taken off the job together. In the transition between MND and Lr.,
a quantity of types borrowed by one man is immediately reclaimed by the
other. Although D. F. McKenzie has forcefully taught us to doubt that ap-
parently regular patterns in a book's physical features necessarily imply a
regular method of work,18 such parallelism as we find here is strong tempta-
tion to invoke Mill's inductive method of concomitant variation. When each

18. "Printers of the Mind: Some Notes on Bibliographical Theories and Printing-
House Practices," SB 22 (1969), passim, but e. g. p. 41: "Whatever the internal patterns which
some physical features may take within a book, there is little reason to elucidate them by
constructing a time-scheme or by supposing the successive printing of all formes of the
same book. . . . There is too much evidence in the Cambridge books of perfectly regular
patterns sustained under the most diverse conditions of concurrent printing." McKenzie's
case for the "normality of non-uniformity" has been challenged on evidence from six-

teenth-century printing regulations by Jean-François Gilmont, "Printers by the Rules,"
Library, 6th ser., 2 (1980), 129-155.
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20O STUDIES IN BIBLIOGRAPHY

compositor's variation in working method is mirrored by the second com-

positor, one may reasonably suspect a causal relation, such as a close and
perhaps continuous collaboration between the two men. The second gen-
eralization to be made about the work of these two men is that it was
obviously not confined to Lr. at this time. The fact that Compositor 2 con-

sistently and Compositor 1more than half the time distribute the previous
forme before setting another one implies a regular delay of at least half a
day of press time between the completion of composition of one forme and
the beginning of the next. Hinman estimated that the setting of one Folio
page (which at 132 lines is roughly comparable to the 148 lines in a forme
of Q2 Lr.) would take about a half a day, and the presswork to print 1200

perfected sheetswould take a whole day (I, 44-45), or a half-day for one forme.

During that half-day between setting a forme and beginning to distribute its

types back into the case to set the next forme, each compositor must have
been employed at other jobs. A tempting suggestion is that one or both were

employed in setting the Pavier edition of Wiv., which was composed at about
this time in a different type face.

At sheet I the typesetting of Q2 Lr. is taken over by a third compositor
and becomes a one-man operation. That this compositor is a different person
from either of the two previous compositors is a certainty. Madeleine Doran
(pp. 36-38) noted fiftyyears ago that from sheet I(o) to the end of Q2 Lr.
there is a marked change to more carefully lined verse, more freely emended
readings, more careless mistakes, heavier punctuation, and a sudden change
from the spellings Gloucester and Glost. to Gloster and Glo. John An-
drews's studies of prose and verse alignment, substantive and metrical al-
terations, punctuation, and preferred spellings have further confirmed that
the habits of the compositor of the last three sheets of Q2 Lr. are markedly
unlike those evident in the first eight sheets. I have applied one further test,
the frequency of spaced commas in short lines, introduced by Trevor Howard-
Hill (op. cit., 1973). The average percentage of spaced commas in the first

eight sheets is 9%; in the last three sheets the average is 41.5%, a significant
difference.

This new compositor phases out case y by distributing its two standing
formes of type and setting only one more forme at that case. After setting
I(o) at case x he distributes G(i), from case y, into case x and uses its skeleton
to impose I(o). He appears also to have unlocked and distributed parts of
three pages of H(i) at about this time, but since so few of its types-only four
that I can identify with any degree of certainty-reappear in I(i), and since
its skeleton is not used until after K(o) is set, H(i) seems to have passed mainly
into the hands of another compositor, perhaps distributing it into another
case for use on another job. Compositor 3 abandons case y after setting I(i)
there, whose types and Skeleton I disappear from Q2 Lr. after its printing.
Linking types from case x appear in all of the remaining formes, making it
clear that Compositor 3 is working at that case from now on.

I do not automatically assume that because K(o) was printed before K(i)
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THE PRINTING OF KING LEAR Q2 (1619) 201

it was also set first, but in fact any setting sequence other than K(o)-K(i)-
L(o)-L(i) implies the disappearance of clusters of types from the first forme
until their reappearance in the fourth forme. The one difficulty with this

sequence is a single anomalous type, a capital T from K4.27 that immediately
reappears in L3.18 without the prior distribution of K(i). Since the type be-

gins a line in K(i), I assume that its presence in L(o) can be explained as the
result of the kind of stripping accident described by Hinman (I, 128-130) in
which a peripheral type displaced in stripping is tossed into the case and re-

appears in the next forme to be set. Some slight crowding in pages L3V and
I4 may be evidence that L(o), with its blank page L47, may already have been
completed, but not necessarily. In L3V both stretching and crowding go on
simultaneously: one part-line of verse is added by relining Qi verse, and four

speeches that in Qi share a line with another speech are given separate lines,
while at the same time the customary line of space before an entrance is

omitted, six lines of verse are reduced to four-and-a-fraction lines of false

prose, and two speeches stay doubled with another on the same line. In I4
three speeches doubled in Qi are given separate lines, but another speech is
left doubled and an entrance direction is not centered and spaced but is left
flush right and doubled with another short speech in the same line. This
slight crowding in L(i) does not necessarily mean, however, that L(o) had
already been printed: in order that Q2 should pass for Qi under casual in-

spection, Pavier or Jaggard may have intended to keep I4V blank even if it
turned out to be "printed" last.

As well as I can determine from microfilm, types from both K(o) and

L(o) appear in sheetA of Henry V, apparently the next quarto printed in the
Pavier series. I had expected that types from case y would reappear in sheet
B of H5, but it seems rather to contain a mixture of types from both case x
and case y as well as a large number of new and unfamiliar types. Perhaps
case y had been involved in another job in the meantime or had been re-

plenished from some standing type. How the case x types got there must be
answered by study of a live copy of H5; a likely place would be sheet L(i)
ofLr.

The pattern of printing and distribution described above clearly implies,
contrary to all previous views, that two men set sheets A through H and a
single man set sheets I through L. One large question remaining is whether
either of the compositors of the first eight sheets is the man who set the last
three. To test this possibility I reclassified all of the data in John Andrews's
dissertation about lineation, substantive and metrical alteration, and spelling
in the first eight sheets, dividing it between the two men implied by the pat-
tern of types. The result is a picture of two compositors so similar in their hab-
its thatmuch further study will be needed to distinguish one confidently from

the other. The composite picture of both of them that Andrews gives in de-

scribing a hypothetical "Compositor G" applies very closely to either of

them and distinguishes them both from the third compositor of sheets I to L.
My own test of spaced periods implies the same thing: Compositors 1 and 2
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2O2 STUDIES IN BIBLIOGRAPHY

of Lr. (and incidentally of the last three sheets of MND) have very similar

spacing habits, markedly different from those of Compositor 3.
Themain consequence of the foregoing analysis, then, is that all previous

opinions of the compositors of Q2 Lr. will have to be revised. Kable's theory
of one compositor is clearly untenable, Blayney's conjecture of two men work-

ing throughout is closer to the mark, and Andrews's distinction of a new com-

positor in sheets I to L holds up while his Compositor G turns out to be a
composite of two men. Who these compositors were is a question that needs
further study. Andrews's and Kable's identification of (at least) one of them
as Folio Compositor B has been called into serious question by S. W. Reid:
"The spelling practices of B in Fi are like those of Andrews' 'G' as much as
they are like those of his 'B/ and B's spellings are more often like the spell-
ings of both, combined, than they are like those of either."19

Causing still further doubts is Blayney's series of caveats about com-
positor identification: that two or more apprentices trained by the same
printer or schooled by the same master might show almost identical spelling
habits; that a compositor's habits in 1619 might not be those of 1622; that our
knowledge that Jaggard bound no apprentices between 1614 and 1622 20helps
us not at all to know how many of the four apprentices that he freed (in 1607,
1614, 1617, and 1619) stayed with him, how many men he employed who
were apprenticed elsewhere, or how many men he might sometimes have
hired temporarily (as for such a project as the Pavier series of quartos). Blay-
ney concludes, "The assumption that a Jaggard book of 1619 necessarily
contains a single type set by any member of the Folio team" is "unsound"
(p. 182). One further specific reason he gives for doubting that Compositor B
had a hand in Q2 Lr. is that there the name of Lear's counterpart is spelled
Gloster or Glocester, whereas in Compositor B's share of the Folio Lr. Gloces-
ter is never used, Gloster appears only five times, while in 2 1 other occur-
rences the name contains a u (Glouster 14, Gloucester 7).21 The spaced comma
test also casts some doubt: the highest percentage of spaced commas set by
any compositor in Q2 Lr. is 41.5%, but Howard-Hill attests that Compositor
B regularly prefers a space after commas and that in his work unspaced
commas are relatively rare (op. cit., 1973, p. 67). The whole question of the
Pavier quarto compositors needs further work; and if Q2 Lr. is any measure,
that work will have to include the slow and laborious task of types analysis
to determine whether and when two compositors of very similar habits are
at work simultaneously.

One more problem remains to be touched on: the pattern of skeleton
alternation in Q2 Lr., in which the same skeleton appears in both formes of

19. "Compositor B in the First Folio," SB 29 (1976), 107, n. 14.
20. From D. F. McKenzie, "A List of Printers' Apprentices, 1605-1640," SB 13 (i960),

109-141.
si. P. 189. Blayney also reports that "Q2 invariably has Edmund, having normalized

the one aberrant Edmond from Qi. B's Folio settings show Edmund eleven times but also
Edmond on ten occasions."
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THE PRINTING OF KING LEAR Q2 (1619) 203

alternate sheets. To begin with, it is not a usual pattern either for a single
compositor (Q2 Lr. Compositor 3 discontinues it when he is working alone)
or for twomen working together, as is the case in Lr. sheets A to H. The usual
pattern would be for one forme to go into one skeleton and for the perfecting
forme to go into the other. Yet in setting sheets A to D each man seems to

hang onto his own skeleton from one forme to the next, and then in sheets
E to H, when Compositor 1 is setting all the outer formes and Compositor 2
all the inners and we would expect to find the normal pattern of one skeleton
associated with outer formes and the other with inners, we find instead that
both skeletons are passed back and forth alternately between the compositors.
An order of printing such as

Skeleton I I II II I I
Forme E(o) E(i) F(o) F(i) G(o) G(i)

is perfectly possible, given that the half-day delay between formes that I have
noted above would have provided plenty of time for Compositor 1 to retrieve
the wrought-off and rinsed forme E(o), unlock it, and hand skeleton I over
to Compositor 2 who, working in an alternating pattern, would subsequently
use it to impose the perfecting forme E(i). The question yet remains why,
having apparently held on to their own formes when setting A to D, the com-

positors should now pass them back and forth, and even why such a pattern
of sharing required more than one skeleton. The alternative order

Skeleton I II I II etc.
Forme E(o) F(o) E(i) F(i)

makes even less sense if E(o) and E(i), F(o) and F(i), etc. are being set simul-

taneously. And yet this unusual pattern of skeleton alternation from one
sheet to the next, which appears in nine of the ten Pavier quartos, continues

unchanged in Q2 Lr. even though three different methods of printing (in
A-D, E-H, and I-L) succeed one another and though each of the three com-

positors at one time or another uses each of the skeletons.
The distribution evidence in Fig. 1 suggests the most likely explanation:

that by the time Compositor 1 came to impose F(o), he had pulled ahead of

Compositor 2 by about a forme. He could easily have done so, since his
formes A(o) and A(i) together contain only five full pages, a short first page,
and a title page as against the eight full pages of sheet B set by Compositor 2,
and since he could have set C(i) or F(o) or both immediately after imposing
the previous formes whereas Compositor 2 always waited for the previous
forme to come back from the press before composing the next one. The
distribution evidence shows that no types from E(o) appear in F(o), and
therefore that E(o) may still have been locked up in Skeleton I. Skeleton II,
however, was now or would soon be vacant, since Compositor 2 distributed

D(i) before setting E(i). Compositor 1would then quite naturally have taken
Skeleton II to impose the pages of F(o); and we know that he distributed

E(o) before setting G(o), thus freeing Skeleton I for Compositor 2 to claim
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2O4 STUDIES IN BIBLIOGRAPHY

for the imposing of E(i). Thus would begin the swapping of skeletons that
continues throughout the rest of the collaboration of the two men; and the
fact that they continue to swap them, rather than lapse back into their former

practice of holding on to the same skeleton, can be explained also by the
distribution evidence.

What results is a pattern that is regular but complicated because of the
need to adapt an order of setting to a different order of printing of the
formes. Assuming that Compositor i stayed about one forme ahead of his
mate, the order of setting would be as follows:

Compositor i E(o) F(o) G(o) H(o)
Compositor 2 E(i) F(i) G(i) H(i)

The only modification that the distribution pattern suggests is that, since

Compositor 1 distributes all or most of G(o) and most of F(o) before setting
H(o) while Compositor 2 breaks pattern to begin setting his next forme, G(i),
with only minimal distribution from F(o), G(i) might possibly have been set
abreast of or even a little ahead of H(o). In any case the order of printing
the formes would have been the regular, and different, one: E(o)-E(i)-
F(o)-F(i) and so on. When the necessary adjustments are made between
these two sequences, the skeletons migrate naturally to alternate sheets and
from forme to forme-mate:

Skeleton I E(o) E(i)-G(o) G(i)
Skeleton II F(o) F(i)-H(o) H(i)

The intermediary steps are as follows:

F(o) is imposed in vacant Skeleton II. Compositor 1distributes E(o), freeing
Skeleton I, and begins to set G(o).

E(i) is completed and imposed in Skeleton I. It is printed before the already
imposed F(o) in order to perfect sheet E before a new sheet is begun.

F(o) is now printed. Compositor 2 distributes E(i), freeing Skeleton I, and
begins to set F(i).

G(o) is completed and imposed in vacant Skeleton I.
F(i) is completed, and must be printed before the already imposed G(o) in

order to perfect sheet F before a new sheet is begun. In order to vacate
Skeleton II, both compositors strip and distribute F(o), sharing its types.
F(i) is imposed in Skeleton II and is printed, while Compositor 2 begins
to set G(i).

G(o) is printed, and Compositor 1 strips and distributes its four pages before
setting pages 3 and 4V of H(o), thus freeing Skeleton I.

G(i) is completed and must be printed next whether or not H(o) has been
completely set. Evidently Skeleton I is still available to impose G(i).
Compositor 2 unlocks and begins to distribute F(i), vacating Skeleton
II. H(o) is imposed in Skeleton II and printed, and Compositor 2 begins
to set H(i).

This ends the collaboration of Compositors 1 and 2. At about this point
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THE PRINTING OF KING LEAR Q2 (1619) 205

Compositor 3 takes over. Either he or Compositor 1distributes H(o), vacating
Skeleton II for the imposition and printing of the perfecting forme H(i).
Compositor 3 sets I(o) and strips Skeleton I from G(i) in order to impose I(o);
he then distributes G(i) to replenish case x. Evidence that H(i) is unlocked
and distributed at this point is slight and doubtful, and I have speculated that
it may have been in the hands of another compositor; in any case neither the

majority of its types nor its skeleton is used in setting and printing I(i). When
I(o) returns from press its Skeleton I is stripped to impose I(i) and send it
to press. At least by the time Compositor 3 finishes K(o), Skeleton II is freed
from H(i), and he uses it to impose K(o). Henceforth he works only at case x,

retrieving the same types and using only Skeleton II; Skeleton I and case y

types do not reappear in Q2 Lr. He sets K(i), retrieves K(o) from the press
and distributes it to free its skeleton and send K(i) to the press; sets L(o),
retrieves and distributes K(i); and finally sets L(i).

This explanation of the pattern of skeleton sharing in Q2 Lr. is con-
sistent with all of the facts of the distribution of types. Though it may seem

complex when presented in all its detail, it all follows logically from the sim-

ple premise that Compositor 1 got ahead of Compositor 2 fairly early on.
Thereafter each man keeps borrowing the other's skeleton simply because it
is the only one vacant or is the one that can soonest be vacated. The one ob-
vious objection to be raised against such a scheme is that, having finished

setting F(o) before his mate had finished E(i), Compositor 1might logically
have proceeded to the next forme that would be printed, F(i), rather than
start a new sheet with G(o) and so continue a forme ahead. That is certainly
a possibility, but not a necessity; the two men may have simply decided to
stick to their agreement to share the setting of each sheet from E onwards,
one man setting all the outer formes and the other all the inners, perhaps
in the expectation that Compositor 2 would catch up before long.

Nonetheless, it may be prudent to consider two alternative possibilities,
both suggested to me by Professor Robert K. Turner. The simpler is that the
two skeletons had some difference, such as gutter sticks of different widths,
that necessitated each skeleton's backing itself if inner and outer formes were
to register. The Newberry copy of Q2 Lr. is too tightly bound to test this

theory with certainty, but a thin slip inserted down to the fold between con-

jugate pages of several sheets reveals no apparent differences in the gutter
widths of the two skeletons.22

The other possibility is that Q2 Lr. was printed simultaneously on two

presses. It is in fact possible to work out a pattern whereby two presses might
have printed this book, one press printing all the outer formes and the other
all the inners. Despite the changes in the number of compositors and in the

ways they shared the work, if press 1 is continually one forme ahead of press
2, the two skeletons will alternate back and forth between the two presses
with absolute regularity. One might be tempted, therefore, to think that the

22. I am grateful to Professor Jerome Taylor for making these measurements.
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two-pressmethod itselfmight be solely responsible for the alternating pattern
of skeleton use in Q2 Lr. The first four sheets offer no difficulty for this theory,
since each compositor, shuttling from one press to the other, keeps retrieving
his own skeleton and type. In all the remaining formes printed during their
collaboration, however, eachman retrieves his own type but, having unlocked
and distributed it, then swaps skeletons with his mate. For this odd behavior
the two-press theory seems to offer no explanation; it would have made much
more sense for the men to hang on to their own skeletons, as they had been
doing so far. In that case we would find, in sheets E through H, that one
skeleton is always associated with outer formes and the other with inner
formes; instead, they alternate. In order to explain the compositors' change
of method of working we have to fall back on a theory such as one man's
getting ahead of the other and imposing his pages in his fellow's skeleton
because it was readily available and his own was not-exactly as we have
already been able to do without resort to a theory of two presses. Two-press
printing of Q2 Lr. remains a possibility, of course, but it is neither sufficient
nor necessary as an explanation of the bibliographical facts. Itmay also imply
a degree of regularity in method more ideal than practical in a busy shop
like Jaggard's, which might handle a variety of overlapping jobs at once.
Still, if Pavier and Jaggard had intended from the outset to prepare a col-
lected works of Shakespeare, as seems likely, they might well have organized
such a regular pattern of work to be adhered to from the beginning of the
series to the end. Itmay at least be a hypothesis worth testing as further work
is done on the other Pavier editions.

CASES AND COMPOSITORS IN THE SHAKESPEARE
FIRST FOLIO COMEDIES

by

Paul Werstine

bibliographical research in the twentieth century has been devoted
to identification of the type-setters who transmitted Shakespeare's plays

from manuscript to print. Recent qualitative study of the compositors' work
has justified the labour expended in compositor identification, since ac-
curacy in transmission has been shown to vary widely from one workman to
another.1 Before Shakespeare's modern editors can further explore these
qualitative differences, they must be convinced that identification of the com-
positors' stints in the plays is sound. Secure compositor identification,

1. John S. O'Connor, "A Qualitative Analysis of Compositors C and D in the Shake-
speare First Folio/' Studies in Bibliography, 30 (1977), 57-74.
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